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Form PTO-850-(Rev.
01-10-2001)

INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM

To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences:

o ; APPLICATION NO. . _," FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
L Ginter et ol || OF/4L205 | 10/4/4q — —
if the involved case is a patent, h;ve its maintenance fees been paid? Yes ____ No_____ Not due yet \
‘ Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications y for continuity): ,
COUNTRY ’ APPLICATION NO. || FLinG oaTe | PaTENTNOLIF ANY || ISSUE DATE, IF ANY :
USA oq /208017 12/4 /4% L2853 193 Gl26/o]
) | ;i
(ASA OB [A4333 ~ /4 /97 4749%
USA o%/33810% | 2/13/4S — —

The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: Cn-q3 ‘qs—(02 L oS- (O,

U2-122 124-13]

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE

PENDING CLAIMS all

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

B4-(38 L~ J4F

—

iTheclaim(s)oﬂhlspanyNOTcorr%pondingtolhiscotmt: CH', \03 (04 “Ol 1

23 132 133 1239 (4o

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

al

(

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

a——

parry (RRnson T)

v Benson eral.

1 H
H

APPLICATION NO.

RB/sa4 Il |

FILING DATE

VEWETA

PATENT NO., IF ANY

5345231

ISSUE DATE, IF ANY

12/1/a8

if the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes _x_ No Not due yet

4/8/02. 3% yrfeepaid

Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):
COUNTRY APPULICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY ;
[medaim(s)ofmispaﬂyeonespondihg'toihiscoum: (=3 ,"'5-(2,515'-(? . 22-29 ,

1of2

11/5/02 10:58 AM
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
a ( , —
i i oT nding to this count:
.-Theclalan:tlhspamN cormesponding . 4[ |3£ { 4- ) 20: 21

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
(Check off each step, if applicabie) INSTRUCTIONS

¢ 1. Obtain afl files listed above.

® 2. Confirm that the proposed involved claims are still active and all corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The pat must not be expired

for, 'among other things, failure to pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).

¢ 3.ifone of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compli with 35 U.S.C. 135().

® 4, Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit dc enis where y (37 CFR 1.55(a)).

® 5. Discuss the praposed interference with an Interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.
DATE PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) ) ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO.
DATE INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.

Page \ of h 1

20f2 11/5/02 10:58 AM
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Fom PT.450-Ren. INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM - ‘

To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences:

An interference is proposed involving the following 2‘ parties—

PARTY CBenson' ) APPLICATION NO. , FILING DATE ‘ PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY

N Benson etal. | /it ko | 10/1[/AB — —
if the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes ____No_____ Not due yet ) ,
Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening application: Y for continuity): x

COUNTRY 3 APPLICATION NO. i FILING DATE § PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY X
UsSA | /59484 v/21/a6 SR4S 23| (2/0/9%

The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: 30_32‘ 34_4‘ 44-%48,5' 1%,58—(06, (og, (oc']

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS a (( ; UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS —_—

The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: 33[ 42 . 4_3 14:1 4__:115—01 Sz_ssl szl (07

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all —
PARTY ( Benson IE") ; APPLICATION NO. i FILING DATE PATENT NO, IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
: i .
Y Bensonetal. | Af32:38¢ | S/21laq — —
i the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes e No Not due yet : :
Proposed priority benefil (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY ; APPLICATION NO. i} FILING DATE " {} PATENT NO., IF ANY ‘ ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
USA . OA/164 6060 (/58 — —
USA B/sSa48 (7 | /3[4 S84s 28] 2/ /48

The ctaim(s) of this party corresponding to this count; [-3,S-12 (S-(% \<?= 22 ’2'7-" 29-3¢¥ ;A -53
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

al|

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

: [ The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: (- > (4 (R 2o 21

Z.

23-2¢ 28 2%

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

el

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAMS

(Check off each step, If applicable) INSTRUCTIONS

1. Obtain all files lisled above.

2. Confirm that the proposed involved claims are still active and all corrections and entered amendments have been ¢ idered. The pat must not be expired

for, among other things, failure to pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).

3. if one of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).
4. Obtain a cerfified copy of any foreign benefit doc ts where Y 37 CFR 1.55(a)).
5. Discuss the proposed interference with an Interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.

|

PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature)

8/32/03 | “ Ao o7 (6o G,

ART UNIT TELEPHONE NoO.

o225 305- 3837

INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.

DATE
MQ?—/DB' '?ggc-—; /L O[‘-sb{<\_

J30C~wl6o

Page Z of o

i
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1/5/02'10:58 AM



fup.uwww.uspto.goviweb/offices/dcom/bpai/P TO-850.ht

Fom PTO.50-(ev. INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM 7 e _Z
To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences.
An interference is proposed involving the following __2-__ parties—
PARTY APPLICATION NO. i “FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
. i -
Qinder et il m/4((205 | \0/4 (a9 —_ —
If the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes __ No___ Notdue yet ’
Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity): x
COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ' ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
WS A 0}/2c8017 12/4 /98 (2S3193 G/zC/ol
UsA O¥[AC*333 || 1 /4/97 || SRA2BA | 4/¢/A9
USA O% /23R8 (0T 2 /13/aS - —
The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: q4, ) 103 lloq, “13 ) (22 . 23
PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS al ‘ . UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS —_—
The claim(s) of this party NOT comesponding to this count: q (-9 3‘ qs-(oz ) Los 122 . (24~ 34 . "54-——{4_%

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

i UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all —_
P ART‘; (E ) APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
| Renson etal.| B/m48U 1/31/46 5245 23| 2/1/]8
i the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes_X_ No____ Not due yet 4/3/02 3'/2 ye. %cpaid ’

Proposed priority benefit (ist all intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY

APPLICATION NO.

FILING DATE

PATENT NO., IF ANY

i| 1SSUE DATE. IF ANY i

[m ctaim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: .

1of2

" 11/5/02 10:58 AM
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

o

| The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: \-= , 5-2 , 1S - ch

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all

(Check off each step, If applicatle) INSTRUCTIONS

® 1. Obtain all files listed above.

® 2, Confirm that the proposed invoived claims are still active and all corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The patents must not be expired

for, atnong other things, failure to pay a maint fee (Check PALM screen 2970).
¢ 3.foneof the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).
® 4. Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit d nts where y (37 CFR 1.55(a)).
® 5, Discuss the proposed interference with an Interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.

PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO.

DATE INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.

Page_3_°f.9; ‘

" 1175102 10:58 AM
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o o INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM > KioldelZ |

01-10-2001)

To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences. S

An interference is proposed involving the following Z parties—

PARTY (1, O I) APPLICATION NO. ) FILING DATE PATENT NO., [F ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
Benson et of. S/ (4 o lo/t/ag - -
| tf the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes No Not due yet

Froposed pricrity benefit (list alt intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY ; APPLICATION NC. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY

USA 08/594 |1 3ifa | s34S 231 12/1/98

The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: 2 3{ 42 ) 43 . 47 ) 4q , Yo , s ) GF

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAMS a\\ i UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS —

The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: 20— 37 24- 4 144__4_(9‘1 4% , S-Sk ,S3'Cofa, e'&,coq

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all ~ —_

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

PARTY CBQHSOY\ m> APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY

Benson etal. | CA/321320 s/27(49 _ —

if the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes No Not due yet

A Proposed priority benefit (tist all intervening application: y for continuity): x
COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. FIUNG DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY _lSSUE DATE, IF ANY
USA A/ 1A Ol 1ofifag - — —
wsA 8 /5948 1/30/96 SE4S 231 12/1/48
The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: 4_‘ '3‘ (4_ ) (9, ZO, 21 ) 28 . 38 oL e i

1of2
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
——

all

The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: "31 5_ ‘21 1S - (-{_‘ 1 22,21_‘ zq_sq_ ) 3‘?-&3

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all -

(Check off each step, if applicable) INSTRUCTIONS

® 1. Obtain all files listed above.
® 2. Confirm that the proposed invelved claims are still active and all corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The patents must not be expired

for, among other things, failure to pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).
3. If one of the involved files is a published appiication or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).

® 4. Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit d ts where y (37 CFR 1.55(a)).
® 5. Discuss the propased interference with an interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.
DATE PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO.
8/22 [o3 g 77 2rr (Becks 2/ 35 305-3837
DATE INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.
Glrr/oz e e o/wge/a_ 306" Y oo

Page & of o |

of 2




Form F) U-soU-{Kev nup.rwww.usplo.goviweb/otfices/dcom/bparPTO-850.htm

Form PTO-850-(Rev. INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM

01-10-2001) i
To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences: g
An interference is propzosed involving the following __Z__ parties—
PARTY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY T
Ginter et al. oA/4 205 \o/4 (a9 — —
f the involved case is a patent, have its maint fees been paid? Yes ____No___ Not dueyel
l Proposed priority benefit (iist all intervening applications necessary for continuity):
COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE Ji PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY .
UsA 0q [2cKOVF (2/5/48 253193 b (26 /o)
USA C8/A333 || n/afat §89237 1 4/e/39
UsA R /388 10F 2/13 /aS — —
| The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: O, (11, 29 40
PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS : a_(‘ ): UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS — '
The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: G( — { OF “7_ —\28 , |4 —(48

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
all —
PARTY CB OVl I) APPUICATION NO. FILING DATE PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
Berson ekal. | OB/534 8 \/31/26 S84S 73| 12/1 /S8
if the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes _& No Not due yet 4{8/02_ 5‘/2. ve. fee mid
r Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity): ‘
COUNTRY APPUCATK?N NO. FILING DATE : PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
T— T E—————
The claim(s) of this party comesponding to this count: - 20, 2\ |

10f2 L T Sl e - 11/5/02'10:58 AM
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
A,

The ctaim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: ( -\ q 22 - Zq

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PE&DING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
febtbenhan

Al _

| (Check off each step, if applicabie) INSTRUCTIONS

1. Obtain all files listed above. _
© 2.Confirm that the proposed involved claims are still active and all corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The patents must not be expired

for, among other things, failure to pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).

® 3_|f one of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).

& 4 Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit doct ts where y (37 CFR 1.55(a)).

® 5 Di the proposed interf with an Interference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.
DATE PRIMARY EXAMINER (signature) ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO.
DATE INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature) TELEPHONE NO.

Page;s'_o( Q i
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01-10-2001)

Form PTO-850-(Rev. INTERFERENCE INITIAL MEMORANDUM

To the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences:

An interference is proposed involving the following 2 parties—

x APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE . PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
PARTY (Remson ) |
Bongon efal. | AfiAd o | 10/i/as — —
............... L] S— . H . i
if the involved case is a patent, have its maint fees been paid? Yes No Not due yet

Proposed priority benefit (list all intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY i APPLICATION NO. % FILING DATE x PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
USA 03 /543 () 1/31/q6 5845 28| 12/1/98
The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: 5 2 ) S 3 s S
‘| PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS O.‘ l ’ UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS _—

The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this count: 20 - S S- 4 S- (oq

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all —

PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

PARTY CB@V‘S ot m:) APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE . PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE, IF ANY
Bewson etal. | €A /3;7, | 3R S/2%F(]g — —
Hf the involved case is a patent, have its maintenance fees been paid? Yes No Not due yet . ’

Proposed priority benefit (fist all intervening applications necessary for continuity):

COUNTRY APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE ’ PATENT NO., IF ANY ISSUE DATE. IF ANY
UsA A/ 14604 o/1/ag - — —
USA O8 /548! I/31/46 584S 28] 12/ /48
The claim(s) of this party corresponding to this count: 25 ) 24, §

1of2
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PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS

all —
i i ding to thi t: - —
The claim(s) of this party NOT corresponding to this coun ‘ 22 ) 25— 53
PATENTED OR PATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS UNPATENTABLE PENDING CLAIMS
!

(Check off each step, if appiicable) INS TRUCTIONS

® 1. Obtain all files listed above.

for, among other things, failure to pay a maintenance fee (Check PALM screen 2970).

® 2. Confirm that the proposed involved claims are stilt active and all corrections and entered amendments have been considered. The patents must not be expired

® 3. If one of the involved files is a published application or a patent, check for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 135(b).

® 4. Obtain a certified copy of any foreign benefit dc nts where y (37 CFR 1.55(a)). i
e 5 Discuss the proposed interference with an Intedference Practice Specialist in your Technology Center.
DATE PRIMARY EXAMI‘NER (signature) ART UNIT TELEPHONE NO. l
8/22/03 | “Hari 7. Von Gk RS | Jo5-3837
TELEPHONE NO.

DATE

INTERFERENCE PRACTICE SPECIALIST or TECHNOLOGY CENTER DIRECTOR (signature)

QBO6-A b

Page _6_ of_@__
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Serial No. 09/411,205 _ - page | -
Art Unit 2125

Interference #ooooex
1. Count 1: Claim 1 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. III).
2, Count 2: Claim 4 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. III).

3. Count 3: Claim 23 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. III).

Differences between the counts: _
Count 2 depends from Count 1, but the specific security control elements, and processing in response thereto,

of Count 2 would not have been obvious over the presence of generic control elements in the method of Count 1.
Count 3 is separate from Count 1, because the comparing of multiple data packages for matching elements
in order to control processor execution of Count 3 would not have been obvious over using control elements to control

access to data objects as in the method of Count 1.

Means plus function analysis:

No means plus function language has been.used.

Correlation of claims in SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. III), SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. I), PN 5845281
(Benson et al. T) and SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al., Senior party) to the counts:

COUNT 1:
- claim 1 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. IIT), with the following corresponding claims:

SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. II): claims 1-3, 5-12, 15-17, 19, 22,27, 29-37 and 39-53

SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. II): claims 30-32, 3441, 44-46, 48, 51, 56, 58-66, 68 and 69

PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I): claims 1-3, 5-12, 15-19 and 22-29

SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.): claims 91-93, 95-102, 105-109, 112-122, 124-131, 134-138 and 141-148

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. ITT) to Count 1 above.

"Independent claim 1 is Count 1.
Independent claim 10 provides for the “mirror” of the method of Count 1 (i.e.; Count 1 provides for

packaging of a data object with its usage control elements for transmission to a user, while this claim provides for
the user receiving such objects and using them according to the usage control elements), which would have been an

obvious consequence of the method of Count 1.
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Art Unit 2125

-Independent claim 16 is the apparatus version of Count 1.

Independent claim 19 is the apparatus version of claim 10, similar to the method of Count 1 as noted above.

Independent claims 27 and 35 provide for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects (i.e.; the sharing of data
objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an obvious variation for the well-known purpose
of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a shared data environment, for example.

Independent claims 36, 41, 43 and 48, and claims 37, 42, 44 and 50, are similar to the method of Count 1
except that various steps have been omitted, such being obvious since omission of an element and its function in a
combination where remaining elements perform the same functions as before involves only routine skill in the art.

Claim 2 adds the limitation that the general set of control data is also encrypted. Such a modification would
have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, because
encrypting control data was well-known to enhance overall security of data distribution (for example: taught at least
by Hellman, U.S. PN 4658093, see at least claim 5; and Wiedemer, U.S. PN 4796181, see at least col. 13).

Claims 3, 5, 17, 39 and 52 add limitations concerning various types of control data included in the method
of Count 1, which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant
invention was made, as a consequence of implementation in particular well-known data distribution environments.

Claims 6, 8, 33, 40 and 49 additionally provide for the “mirror” of the method of Count 1 (i.e.; Count 1
provides for the packaging of a data object with its usage control elements for transmission to a user, while these
listed claims provide for the user receiving such objects and using them according to the usage control elements),
which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of Count 1.

Claim 7 adds the limitation of requiring payment to the method of Count 1, which would have been an
obvious variation, in view of the well-known application of data object management to a licensing/Internet
environment, for example.

Claims 9, 15, 22, 32 and 34 additionally provide for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects (i.e.; the
sharing of data objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an obvious variation for the well-
known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a shared data environment, for
example.

Claims 11 and 12 provide additional limitations concerning updating of usage control elements (i.e.;
decrementing number of uses), which would have been implementation specific, and obvious to one having ordinary

skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, since number of uses was a well-known criteria for shared

data control.
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Claims 29 and 31 add limitations concerning plural objects being grouped within a package of the method
of Count 1, which would have been an obvious variation, at the time the instant invention was made, in view of
bandwidth considerations for network data transmission (i.e.; it was well-known in the art to packetize data for
transmission in a network, in order to reduce bandwidth requirements).
" Claim 30 adds the limitation that transmission of a data package of the method of Count 1 is across a
network, such network transmission of data haviﬁg been well-known at the time the instant invention was made.
Claims 45-47, 51 and 53 add limitations concerning various types of data enclosed in (i.c.; the contents of)
ﬁ1e packages of the method of Count 1, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill

in the art, as a consequence of implementation in particular well-known data distribution environments.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. II) to Count 1 above.

Independent claims 30, 39, 56, 64 and 65, and claims 31 and 66, include all the limitations of the method
of Count 1, while adding the limitation that the general set of control data is also encrypted. Such a modification
would have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, because
encrypting control data was well-known to enhance overall security of data distribution (for example: taught at least
by Hellman, U.S. PN 4658093, see at least claim 5; and Wiedemer, U.S. PN 4796181, see at least col. 13).

Independent claim 45 is the apparatus version of claim 30, similar to the method of Count 1 as noted above.

Independent claim 48 is the apparatus version of claim 39, similar to the method of Count 1 as noted above.

Claims 32, 34, 46 and 68 add limitations concerning various types of control data included in the method
of Count 1, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the
instant invention was made, as a consequence of implementation in particular well-known data distribution
environments.

Claims 35, 37, 62 and 69, and additionally claims 39 and 48, provide for the -“mirror” of the method of Count
1 (i.e.; Count 1 provides for the packaging of a data object with its usage control elements for transmission to a user,
while these listed claims provide for the user receiving such objects and using them according to the usage control
elements), which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of Count 1. '

‘Claim 36 adds the limitation of requiring payment to the method of Count 1, which would have been an
obvious variation, in view of the well-known application of data object management to a licensing/Internet

environment, for example.
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Claims 38, 44, 51, 61 and 63, and additionally claims 56 and 64, provide fof repeated (re)-packaging of the
data objects (i.c.; the sharing of data objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an obvious
variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a shared
data environment, for example. '

Claims 40 and 41 provide additional limitations concerning updating of usage control elements (i.c.;
decrementing number of uses), which would have been implementation specific, and obvious to one having ordinary
skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, since number of uses was a well-known criteria for shared
data control.

Claims 58 and 60 add limitations concerning plural objects being grouped within a package of the method
of Count 1, which would have been an obvious variation, at the time the instant invention was made, in view of
bandwidth considerations for network data transmission (i.e.; it was well-known in the art to packetize data for
transmission in a network, in order to reduce bandwidth requirements). -

Claim 59 adds the limitation that transmission of a data package of the method of Count 1 is across a

network, such network transmission of data having been well-known at the time the instant invention was made.

Correspondence of claims of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I) to Count 1 above.
Independent claims 1, 10, 22 and 29, and claim 2, include all the limitations of the method of Count 1, while

adding two limitations. The first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted. As
presented above, with regard to Benson et al. II, such a modiﬁpation would have been obvious. Additionally, the
second added limitation provides that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have
been inherent to any data distribution environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of
the data, which would not be possible without some form of storage.
Independent claim 16 is the apparatus version of the method of clalm 1, similar to Count 1 as noted above.
Independent claim 18 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 10, similar to Count 1 as noted above.
Claims 3, 5 and 17 add limitations concerning various types of control data included in the method of Count
1, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant
invention. was made, as a consequence of implementation in particular well-known data distribution environments.
Claims 6, 8 and 27, and additionally claims 10 and 18, provide for the “mirror” of the method of Count 1
(i.e.; Count 1 provides for the packaging of a data object with its usage control elements for transmission to a user,
while these listed claims provide for the user receiving such objects and using them according to the usage control

elements), which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of Count 1.
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Claim 7 adds the limitation of requiring payment to the method of Count 1, which would have been an
obvious variation, in view of the well-knowh application of data object management to a licensing/Internet
environment, for example.

Claims 9, 15, 19, 26 and 28, and additionally claims 22 and 29, provide for repeated (re)-packagmg of the
data objects (i.¢.; the sharing of data objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an obvious
variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a shared
data environment, for example.

Claims 11 and 12 provide additional limitations concemning updating of usage control elements (i.e;
decrementing number of uses), which would have been implementation specific, and obvious to one having ordinary
skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, since number of uses was a well-known criteria for shared
data control. |

Claims 23 and 25 add limitations concerning plural objects being grouped within a package of the method
of Count 1, which would have been an obvious variation, at the time the instant invention was made, in view of
bandwidth considerations for network data transmission (i.e.; it was well-known in the art to packetize data for
transmission in a network, in order to reduce bandwidth requirerrients). »

Claim 24 adds the limitation that transmission of a data package of the method of Count 1 is across a

network, such network transmission of data having been well-known at the time the instant invention was made.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.) to Count 1 above.
Claims 91-93, 95-102, 105-109 and 112-119 are identical to claims 1-3, 5-12, 15-19 and 22-29 of PN
5845281 (Benson et al. T) above. Accordingly, the following applies:
Independent claims 91, 100, 112 and 119, and claim 92, include all the limitations of the method of Count
1, while adding two limitations. The first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted.
" As presented above, with regard to Benson et al. II, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally,
the second added 1imitation provides that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have
been inherent to any data distribution environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of |
- the data, which would not be possible without some form of storage. '
Independent claim 106 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 91, similar to Count 1 as noted above.

Independent claim 108 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 100, similar to Count 1 as noted

above.
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Claim 120 is substantially similar to the method of Count 1, except that equivalent language from the
specification of Ginter et al. has been used.

Claim 135 is the apparatus version of claim 120, similar to the method of Count 1 as noted above.

Claims 93, 95 and 107 add limitations concerning various types of control data included in the method of
Count 1, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having‘ ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant
invention was made, as a consequence of implemcntatioh in particular well-known data distribution environments.
Corresponding claims 121, 122, 124 and 136 use the equivalent language noted above. |

Claims 96, 98 and 117, and additionally claims 100 and 108, prbvide for the “mirror” of the method of Count
1 (i.e.; Count 1 provides for-the packaging of a data object with its usage control elements for transmission to a user,
whilé these listed claims provide for the user receiving such objects and using them éccording to the usage control
elements), which would have Been an obvious consequence of the method of Count 1. Corresponding claims 125,
127, 129, 137 and 146 use the equivalent language noted above.

Claim 97 adds the limitation of requiring payment to the method of Count 1, which would have been an
obvious vanation, in view of the well-known applicatidn of data object managemerit to a licensing/Internet
environment, for example. Corresponding claim 126 uses the equivalent language noted above.

Claims 99, 105, 109, 116 and 118, and additionally claims 112 and 119, provide for repeated (re)—packaging
of the data objects (i.c.; the sharing of data objects) of the method of Count 1, wherein such would have been an
obvious variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data objects in such a
shared data environment, for example. Corresponding claims 128, 134, 138, 141, 145, 147 and 148 use the
equivalent language noted above. ‘

Claims 101 and 102 provide additional limitations concerning updating of usage control elements (i.¢.;
decrementing number of uses), which would have been implementation specific, and obvious to one having ordinary
skall in the art, at _the time the instant invention was h‘nade, since number of uses was a well-known criteria for shared
data control. Corresponding claims 130 and 131 use the equivalent language noted above.

Claims 113 and 115 add limitations concerning plural objects being grouped within a package of the method
of Count 1, which would hav.e_ been an obvious variation, at the time the instant invention was made, in view of
bandwidth cox;sideraﬁons for network data transmission (i.e.; it was well-known in the art to packetize data for

- transmussion in a network, in order to reduce bandwidth requirements). Corresponding claims 142 and 144 use the
equivalent language noted above.

Claim 114 adds the limitation that transmission of a data package of the method of Count 1 is across a
network, such network transmission of data having been well-known at the time the instant invention was made.

Corresponding claim 143 uses the equivalent language noted above.
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COUNT 2;
- claim 4 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. IIT), with the following corresponding claims:

SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. III): claims 4, 13, 14, 18, 20, 21, 28 and 38
SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. I): claims 33, 42, 43, 47, 49, 50, 57 and 67
PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I): claims 4, 13 and 14

SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.): claims 94, 103, 104, 123, 132 and 133

** Since the claims of this count are dependent upon the claims of Count 1, the following analysis tracks Count 1
precisely, with regard to the relationship between the claims in Benson et al. I, II and III. The rationales have been

repeated here, with appfopriate claim numbering.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. TII) to Count 2 above.

Dependent claim 4 is Count 2. ‘

Dependent claim 13 is substantially similar to Count 2, except that it depends from parent claim 10, which
differs from parent Count 1-as specified above. Namely, the “mirror” of the method of parent Count 1 was provided
for, which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of parent Count 1.

Dependent claims 14 and 28 add the limitation that p-rocessor execution is dependent upon the control data,
which is an inherent purpose of using control data.

Dependent claim 18 is the apparatus version of claim 4, similar to the method of Count 2 as noted above.

Dependent claim 20 is the apparatus version of claim 13, similar to the method of Count 2 as noted above.

Dependent claim 21 adds the limitation that the encryption uses a specific type of algorithm, which was a
well-known tybe of algorithm at the time the instant invention was made. As admitted by Applicant, at page 10 of
the instant specification, it was well-known in the art to use “any appropriate, commercially available [encryption]
module.” '

Dependent claim 38 is substantially similar to the method of Count 2, except that it depends from parent
claim 36, which differs from parent Count 1 as specified above. Namely, various steps of storing and/or
concatenating are omitted, such being obvious since omission of an element and its function in a combination where

the remaining elements perform the same functions as before involves only routine skill in the art.
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Correspondence of claims of SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. IT) to Count 2 above.
Dependent claim 33 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 1, while adding the limitation that

the general set of control data is also encrypted. Such a modification would have been obvious, to one having
ordinary skill in the art, at the time tﬂe instant invention was made, because encrypting control data was well-known
to enhance overall security of data distribution (for example: taught at least by Hellman, U.S. PN 4658093, see at
least claim 5; and Wiedemer, U.S. PN 4796181, see at least col. 13).

Dependent claim 42 is substantially similar to Count 2, except that it depénds from parent cléim 39, which
differs from parent Count l as specified above. Namely, the “mirror” of the method of parent Count 1 was provided
for, which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of parent Count 1. _

' Dependent claims 43 and 57 add the limitation that processor execution is dependent upon the control data,'
which is an inherent purpose of using control data.

Dependent claim 47 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 33, similar to Count 2 as noted above,

Dependent claim 49 is the apparatus version of the method of claim 42, similar to Count 2 as noted above.

Dependent claim 50 adds the limitation that the encryption uses a speciﬁc type of algorithm, which was a
well-known type of algorithm at the time the instant invention was made. As admitted by Applicant, at page 10 of
the instant specification, it was well-known in the art to use “any appropriate, commercially available [encryption]
module.”

Dependent claim 67 is substantially similar to the method of Count 2, except that it depends from parent
claim 65 which differs from parent Count 1 as specified above. Namely, various steps of storing and/or concatenating
are omitted, such being obvious since omission of an element and its function in a combination where the remaining

elements perform the same functions as before involves only routine skill in the art.

Correspondence of claims of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I) to Count 2 above.

Dependent claim 4 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 2, while adding two limitations. The
first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted. As presented above, with fegard to
Benson et al. II, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally, the second added limitation provides
that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have been inherent to any data distribution
environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of the data, which would not be possible
without some form of storage.

Dependent claim 13 is substantially similar to Count 2, except that it depends from parent claim 10, which
differs from parent Count 1 as specified above. Namely, the “mirror” of the method of parent Count 1 was provided

for, which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of parent Count 1.
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Dependent claim 14 adds the limitation that processor execution is dependent upon the control data, which

is an inherent purpose of using control data.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.) to Count 2 above.

Dependent claims 94, 103 and 104 are identical to claims 4, 13 and 14 of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I)
above. Accordingly, the following applies:

Dependent claim 94 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 2, while adding two limitations. The
first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted. As presented above, with regard to
Benson et al. II, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally, the second added limitation provides
that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have been inherent to any data distribution
environment, since the purpose of distribution is for-accessibility and use of the data, which would not be possible
without some form of storage. is identical to Count 2.

Dependent claim 123 is substantially similar to the method of Count 2, except that equivélent language from
the specification of Ginter et al. has been used. \

Dependent claim 103 is substantlally similar to the method of Count 2, except that it depends from parent
claim 100, which differs from parent Count 2 as specified above. Namely, the “mirror” of the method of parent
Count 2 was provided for, which would have been an obvious consequence of the method of parent Count 2.
Corresponding claim 132 uses the equivalent language noted above.

Dependent claim 104 adds the limitation that processor execution is dependent upon the control data, which

is an inherent purpose of using control data. Corresponding claim 133 uses the equivalent language noted above.

COUNT 3: 23
- - claim 2q of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. IIT), with the following corresponding claims:

SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. ITf): claims 23 and 24

SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. II): claims 52, 53 and 55

PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I): claims 20 and 21

SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.): claims 110, 1!1, 139 and 140

** Again, although these claims are independent of the claims in Count 1, the following analysis still tracks Counts
1 and 2 precisely, with regard to the relationship between the claims in Benson et al. I, I and . The rationales have

been repeated here, with appropriate claim numbering.
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Correspondence of claims of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. IIT) to Count 3 above.

Independent claim 23 is Count 3.
Claim 24 adds a limitation conceming various types of data enclosed in the packages of the method of Count

3, all of which would have been obvious choices, to one having ordinary skill in the art, as a consequence of

implementation in a particular data sharing environment.

Correspondence of claims of SN 09/1‘64,606 (Benson et al. IT) to Count 3 above.

Independent claim 52 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 3, while adding the limitation that
the general set of control data is also encry'pted: Such a modification would have been obvious, to one having
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the instant invention was made, because encrypting control data was well-known
to enhance overall security of data distribution (for example: taught at least by Hellman, U.S. PN 4658093, see at
least claim 5; and Wiedemer, U.S. PN 4796181, see at least col. 13).

Claim 53 adds a limitation concerning various types of data enclosed in the packages of the method of Count
3, all of which would have been obvious choices of design, to one having ordinary skill in the art, as a consequence
of implementatioﬁ in a particular environment. ‘

Claim 55 additionally provides for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects of the method of Count 3,
wherein such would have been an obvious variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and

accessibility of the data objects in a shared data environment, for example.

Correspondence of claims of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I) to Count 3 above. A

Independent claim 20 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 3, while adding two limitations.
The first limitation provides tha.t the general set of control data is also encrypted. As presented above, with regard
to Benson et al. I, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally, the second added limitation provides
that data objects and usage cohtrol data are stored in memory. Such would have been inherent to any data distribution
environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of the data, which would not be possible
without some form of storage. _ | -

Claim 21 additionally provides for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects 6f the method of Count 3,
wherein such would have been an obvious variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and

accessibility of the data objects in a shared data environment, for example.
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Correspondence of claims of SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.) to Count 3 above.

Claims 110 and 111 are identical to claims 20 and 21 of PN 5845281 (Benson et al. I) above. Accofdingly,
the following applies: 4

' Independent claim 110 includes all the limitations of the method of Count 2, while adﬂing two limitations.

‘The first limitation provides that the general set of control data is also encrypted. As presented above, with regard
to Benson et al. I, such a modification would have been obvious. Additionally,vthe second added limitation provides
that data objects and usage control data are stored in memory. Such would have been inherent to any data distribution
environment, since the purpose of distribution is for accessibility and use of the data, which would not be possible
without some form of storage.

Independent claim 139 is substantially similar to the method of Count 3, except that equivalent language from
~ the specification of Ginter et al. has been used.

Claim 111 provides for repeated (re)-packaging of the data objects of the method of Count 3, wherein such
would have been an obvious variation for the well-known purpose of providing versatility and accessibility of the data

objects in a shared data environment, for example. Corresponding claim 140 uses the equivalent language noted

above.

**NOTE: claim 54 of SN 09/164,606 (Benson et al. I) and claims 25 and 26 of SN 09/321,386 (Benson et al. II)
do not have corresponding interfering claims in SN 09/411,205 (Ginter et al.). '
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Correlation of claims in application copied from PN 5845281 to claims in patent:

Appl. S.N. 09/411.205 (Ginter et al.) PN 5845281 (Benson et al. )
91 - 1
92 2
93 3
94 4
95 5
96 6
97 7
98 8
99 9
100 10 '
101 11
102 12
103 13
104 14
105 15
106 16
107 17
108 18
109 19
110 20
111 21
112 22
113 23
114 24
115 25
116 26
117 27
118 28

N
o
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